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The name of Gregory figures prominently on the map of Queensland 
— the district of Gregory, the Gregory Highway, the Gregory River, 
and numerous streets in major towns. They are a reminder of Augustus 
Gregory's contribution to Queeensland's development in many fields. 
His successful expeditions of 1855 and 1857 re-tracing Leichhardt's 
journeys provided valuable information on the pastoral capacity of 
western Queensland and the Northern Territory, his work as 
government geologist from 1875 to 1879 pinpointed the rich coal 
deposits of southern Queensland and he was responsible for the 
accurate determination of Queensland's boundaries. President of the 
Queensland Branch of the Royal Geographic Society and the Institute 
of Surveyors, District Grand Master of the English Lodge in 
Queensland, Chairman of the first Toowong Municipal Council and 
member of the Legislative Council, his public service was recognised 
when, in 1903, two years before his death at the age of 86, he was 
made Knight Commander of the Order of St. Michael and St. George. 
"A remarkable man", said Sir Horace Tozer, "perhaps the most 
remarkable man we have ever had in Australia, he was a complete 
encyclopaedia, there was nothing he didn't know,..."' Yet for many, 
Gregory is chiefly remembered for his controversial role in 
administering the early years of Queensland land settlement. During 
his appointment as Surveyor-General, from December 1859 to 1875, 
he gained a reputation for being biased towards the squatters with 
whom he was said to have a 'class' affinity, and this criticism has 
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been reinforced in subsequent historical accounts of the period. He 
was seen to be "not as objective in his outlook as a senior civil servant 
is expected to be: it was common knowledge that Gregory's sympathies 
lay with the conservative squatters."^ In another historian's view 
Gregory was "by nature and upbringing not an impartial career civil 
servant on the new British model but one whose sympathies and 
decisions openly favored the Downs run-holders."\ 
Criticism focused on his handling of agricultural settlement on the 
Darling Downs. The Settled Districts to the south and west of Ipswich 
had become the centre of a struggle between the pioneering squatters 
and the newly arrived agriculturists for possession of the relatively 
small areas of well-watered, productive land. It was a struggle reflected 
in the politics of the time, as aspiring politicians professing hberal 
ideals found in championing the "small man's" right to acquire land, 
the means of overturning the political dominance enjoyed by pastoral 
interests. Moreover, there was growing public support for the view 
that governments should give priority to agricultural settlement in 
order to secure a permanent population and a measure of economic 
stability. 
While its social and political consequences are historically 
important, a more balanced view would be gained by examining the 
question of bias from an administrative perspective. Gregory's actions 
and decisions may have advantaged one group of interests over 
another, but the reasons behind them can be appreciated and perhaps 
even justified if placed in the context of the principles and realities 
of colonial administration. 
Impartiality or neutrality was a concept rather than a reality in 
Queensland in the period following Separation. The much-vaunted 
British model of the permanent, anonymous and impartial civil 
servant remained a model both in Britain and Australia for much of 
the nineteenth century. In practice, civil servants did not have the 
security of employment which was an essential corollary of neutrality. 
They coufd be dismissed or, more likely, their positions abolished by 
the simple expedient of Parliament striking their salaries off the 
departmental budget, as happened to Gregory's brother, Francis, in 
1867." 
They were far from anonymous, since, as in Gregory's case, they 
were frequently called on to explain their actions in the public inquiries 
and commissions established to investigate various aspects of 
government administration, and were often subject to personal abuse 
in Parliament and in the newspapers without any right of defence. 
In 1870, Gregory was the subject of an unprecedented censure motion 
brought before Parliament in what was an obvious attempt to have 
him removed from the position of Surveyor-General.^ 
The civil service model also depended on the concept of ministerial 
responsibility — that individual ministers were responsible for their 
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department's administration — but again, in reality, ministers were 
preoccupied with furthering their personal and political interests and 
often left the running of the department to their senior officials. 
Politics was not regarded as a full-time occupation and the procession 
of governments in and out of office was evidence of the temporary 
nature of political power. In Queensland between 1860 and 1875, 
twelve different ministers in eight separate governments were 
responsible for lands administration. Ministers relied on officials to 
deliver government promises and to resolve any shortcomings arising 
from political actions. Combined with the responsibilities delegated 
to them by legislation, these officials thus acquired a considerable 
degree of decision-making power. 
The rapid succession of governments and ministers meant that, as 
all had distinct ideas about land policy which they immediately 
attempted to put into practice, land laws passed by one government 
were subject to administration by the next. For example, significant 
changes to conditions for pastoral leases were made in nearly every 
year during this period as squatters in the Settled Districts tried to 
stave off agricultural encroachment on their leases and those in the 
Unsettled Districts fought for the security of longer tenure and some 
easing of occupation conditions. The famous or infamous "Dummy's 
Charter" of 1867, brought in by regulation rather than by new 
legislation, was the work of the conservative Mackenzie government 
which held office for just over fourteen months. The following year, 
the new Lilley government successfully introduced the Crown Lands 
Alienation Act which was hailed as the most innovative and liberal 
piece of land legislation in Australia but there were six months of 
debate before the legislation was passed by Parliament during which 
time the old provisions still ruled. The fact that, despite the 
government's commitment to a liberal land policy, the Act papered 
over rather than eliminated perceived abuses such as dummying and 
the pre-emptive right of purchase available to pastoral tenants, made 
consistent interpretation of the wishes of government a difficult feat 
for civil servants to accomplish. 
There were numerous administrative problems arising from this 
situation, not the least of which was to communicate the frequent 
changes of laws and regulations to land agents and commissioners 
scattered throughout the colony. From an ethical viewpoint, did 
officials carry out their legal responsibility of implementing existing 
land laws or follow the directions of a newly-elected government with 
different ideas and priorities? If their duty was to advise their 
ministers, were they to give advice on how to achieve political ends 
or on the 'best' means for advancing land settlement? There are 
numerous examples which illustrate this dilemma. For instance, as 
Gregory found in 1867, it was politically advantageous for ministers 
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to respond to a perceived public deinand and issue directions for 
opening up 100,000 acres of land a month for sale by selection in 
agricultural reserves. As only one-fifth of the 72,000 acres offered 
for selection in 1866 had been sold, he advised that the decision was 
ill-founded, a waste of public money and would not assist in the 
progress of agricultural settlement. It also placed an impossible burden 
on the Survey Office since, in the aftermath of the financial crisis 
the previous year, the government had dismissed half the staff 
surveyors and issued instructions that no licensed surveyors be 
employed until further notice.^ Ministers depended on their senior 
administrators to translate their policy proposals into draft legislation 
and often accepted them without amendment for presentation to 
ParUament. As civil servants were usually expected to resolve problems 
arising from political decisions, amendments to legislation were often 
based on the recommendations their experience suggested. 
Given this high level of ministerial dependence, the extent to which 
the minister exerted control over his departmental officials is relevant 
to the question of administrative bias. Although many officials were 
given discretionary decision-making power, for example, District Land 
Commissioners were responsible for granting occupation licences, 
enforcing conditions of tenure and resolving boundary disputes, land 
legislation provided that final approval for all decisions remained with 
the minister. Gregory as Surveyor-General was responsible for drawing 
up land title deeds but they all had to have the minister's approval 
and the assent of the Governor, a distinction in responsibilities that 
was often conveniently forgotten in the rush to find a scapegoat for 
the defects in land policy. In the end, it rested with the minister to 
decide the extent to which he ceded these responsibilities to his 
administrative staff. 
One means of exercising ministerial control was to interfere in 
routine matters of administration. Instructions which often 
countermanded Gregory's were issued directly to surveyors by the 
minister, staff were transferred or suspended without Gregory being 
notified and on one occasion, the government directed, without any 
warning to Gregory or the District Surveyor, that the Rockhampton 
Survey Office be taken over for use as an Immigration Office.' 
Ministerial interference also took the form of reversing 
administrative decisions made according to existing law. This posed 
particular problems for officials who were obliged to act within the 
law yet were also obliged under the principle of ministerial 
responsibility to carry out ministerial directives. Forfeitures for failure 
to cultivate land selected under the Agricultural Reserves Act of 1863 
and enforced according to the provisions of that Act were reversed 
on many occasions by instruction of the Secretary for Lands, and in 
one notable instance, Tkylor, the Secretary for Lands in the Lilley 
liberal Ministry, having decided not to allow claims for pre-emptive 
purchases on eight Darling Downs pastoral runs, reversed his decision 
397 
in the face of the outcry from the lessees, most of whom were members of 
Parliament at the time.* 
Under these conditions, it is difficult to judge in absolute terms 
the presence or absence of bias in the work of colonial officials. Even 
in terms of contemporary administration, the guiding principle that 
public officials should not place their own ideas and policies, however 
expertly reasoned or conceived in the public interest, above those of 
the minister and the government of the day, does not give a clear 
answer to this question.' Gregory's case was no exception. 
Another frequently overlooked but significant aspect of the role 
of civil servants is the standing of the specialist or professional officer 
in colonial administration. In contrast to both nineteenth century 
Britain where technical specialists were scarcely recognised as having 
a permanent place in a career civil service and the United States where 
resource development was mostly undertaken by private enterprise, 
the professionally qualified officer had a special role in administration 
and a special relationship with colonial ministers. Gregory's status 
as a professional officer is an important key to understanding his 
particular approach to lands administration. 
As with other colonial governments, the Queensland government 
was dependent on professionally qualified men to establish the basic 
infrastructure of settlement. They were enticed into public service with 
offers of high salaries and the expectation of some measure of 
administrative independence. Thus Gregory belonged to a group of 
officials whose professional standing immediately placed them in 
senior administrative positions and whose approach to administration 
was vastly different from that of the conventional civil servant who 
entered the service as a junior clerk and made his way up a career 
ladder strictly defined by departmental protocol. Gregory was 
appointed as the senior lands administrator because of his expertise 
as a surveyor. Surveyors were an indispensible part of early land 
settlement. Only they were qualified to determine the exact position 
of natural features, map out towns and roads and mark the boundaries 
of pastoral runs and agricultural blocks. Their importance was 
confirmed by legislation common to all Australian colonies which 
stipulated that no land title deeds could be issued without a 
government approved survey. 
In recent years, a profile has been compiled of the characteristics 
of those with professional skills who work in government 
administration. In colonial Australia, it seems that surveyors had 
clearly identifiable traits which were almost certainly the product of 
the long years they spent in comparative isolation, often under 
conditions of extreme hardship. They were obliged to be self-reliant, 
to have the capacity for leadership, and they were accustomed to 
making quick decisions and commanding the obedience of their 
subordinates, since survival was often at stake. More than most 
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government employees, they were their own masters and they gradually 
developed an appreciation for the land and the many variations in its 
productive capacity. It was therefore not surprising that in general they favored 
land use by pastoralists which was a proven way of securing a high level of 
production. Beef and wool were then, as now, Australia's major export 
commodities. They were not opposed to agriculture as such but they were 
realistic about its short-term viability. They had warned governments of the 
consequences of expedient measures introduced to accelerate agricultural 
settlement. Gregory was adamant that the price of one pound per acre would 
put land out of the reach of all but the wealthiest settlers.'" 
He foresaw, quite accurately, that small selectors had little hope 
of survival on agricultural blocks unless they had capital backing or 
farmed their selection on a part-time basis, and it is interesting to 
note that after years of opposition to Gregory's advice, the sale of 
land by auction on a sliding price scale according to demand was 
brought in by the government as an innovative measure in 1876. 
Moreover, he was aware that pastoralists, many of them in debt to 
financial institutions, would react to the threat to their investment, 
and use any means available to purchase and otherwise secure their 
land. Knowing the variable quality of land and the relatively small 
area that would support successful cultivation, Gregory believed the 
stringent conditions attached to agricultural selections were 
unenforceable, especially as much of what was classified as agricultural 
was suitable only for grazing. As he pointed out, when most of the 
selectors in the Coomera and Clifton Reserves forfeited their blocks 
for non-compliance with the cultivation conditions and he had 
recommended that the forfeitures be reversed, if the letter of the law 
was applied, the progress of agricultural settlement would soon come 
to a halt." 
In short, Gregory was in favor of a controlled expansion of 
settlement with pastoral leases giving way to closer settlement, but 
only as the demand warranted and only after the land had been 
surveyed and its suitability for cultivation assessed. As with other 
surveyors who were appointed to the position of Surveyor-General, 
such as Forrest in Western Australia and Goyder in South Australia, 
Gregory had very definite ideas about the role of the professional 
officer in lands administration. He believed that efficiency would be 
guaranteed if surveyors rather than clerically-trained administrators 
or "good bushmen" directed the work of a Department of Lands, 
and if land was surveyed before being opened to settlement. Influenced 
by their experience of the realities of land occupation, they saw their 
role as facilitating settlement for the most productive use of the land, 
rather than catering to sectional interests or political priorities. But 
perhaps, most important as a key to understanding how Gregory 
approached his responsibilities, these professional officers expected 
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the governments who had hired their expertize to take their advice. Goyder 
was in no doubt that the South Australian government would use his line 
of rainfall establishing the limits of agriculture in formulating land settlement 
policy, while Forrest was most unhappy that the Governor had disapproved 
of one of his decisions regarding a land sale. "I did what I thought . . was 
right," he said, " . . it was an attempt to cast a reflection upon me that 
was not only undeserved, but was in my opinion unfair and unjust."'^ 
Two well-recorded events of the 1860s provide examples of how these 
professional ideals and expectations influenced Gregory's 
administration. 
The first was the dismissal in 1862 of George Elphinstone 
Dalrymple, Crown Lands Commissioner for the Kennedy District, 
apparently because he "had trodden on the toes of his immediate 
boss, A.C. Gregory".'^ Dalrymple was well-connected, well-
educated, and a pioneer in the heroic image. It was due to his 
perseverance that the initial settlement of Bowen (Port Denison) and 
its hinterland had succeeded, and it was felt he was the most 
appropriate man to oversee, as Crown Lands Commissioner, the 
pastoral occupation of the Kennedy District proclaimed in January, 
1861. Farnfield and others have depicted the enormous difficulties 
he faced in trying to implement the provisions of the Unoccupied 
Crown Lands Occupation Act of 1860 over such a vast area where, 
due to limited government finances, no preliminary survey had been 
carried out and clerical assistance was non-existent. To make matters 
worse, all applications for a licence to occupy pastoral runs had to 
be processed and approved through the Lands Office in Brisbane, 
seven hundred miles away. 
Much has been made of the clash of personalities between 
Dalrymple and Gregory, yet they held a common belief that land 
should be used in the most productive way and "common sense, not 
doctrinaire social principles, should guide the actions of the 
government" in this matter."* 
There were more prosaic reasons for his dismissal. It came as a result 
of Gregory's drive to replace the 'experienced bushman' type of 
Commissioner with trained surveyors. However, as he was strongly 
supported by the northern pioneering squatters and had an unrivalled 
knowledge of the Kennedy District, Dalrymple might have retained 
his position if he had appreciated the importance of the administrative 
aspects of his work. In April, 1862, worn out by his earlier efforts, 
Dalrymple became ill and Gregory granted him extended sick leave 
in Brisbane. His absence brought lo light the extent of the 
administrative mess he had left behind in the Kennedy. As the 1860 
legislation had obliged him to verify on the ground any runs applied 
for, he spent his time ranging the district while the vital applications 
for licences to occupy were not registered in order of receipt, nor were 
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they sent on to the Brisbane Lands Office. Dalrymple pleaded "too arduous 
duties as the principal government officer in Bowen" and arranged while in 
Brisbane for his assistant to transmit the more recent applications. But Gregory 
found Dalrymple had neglected this work since the previous August.'^  
As a result, applicants had no way of knowing whether they had 
an approved licence to stock the runs they occupied, nor were they 
certain of boundary markings or even who had first right of 
occupation. The number of disputes escalated, run-jobbers or 
speculators were rife, and so the initial phase of the Kennedy 
settlement ended in chaos. 
If Gregory had been given to displays of emotion, he would have 
been furious. As Birman suggests, the Kennedy was the test of his 
insistence that the co-ordination of the Crown Lands Office and the 
Survey Office under one chief official, himself, was the most efficient 
means of administering land settlement.'* Neither Gregory nor 
Dalrymple could be blamed entirely for what had happened and, 
following a Select Committee of Inquiry into the incident, many 
beneficial changes based on their experience were made to the 
legislation. Although the Select Committee rejected Gregory's 
argument that Crown Lands Commissioners should be replaced by 
surveyors, Macalister did not accept its opinion and ordered that the 
services of Dalrymple, his assistant Commissioner Leith Hay, and two 
other Crown Lands Commissioners, Kent and Wiseman, be dispensed 
with. They were to be replaced by surveyors.'^  Macalister's decision 
was challenged by the Executive Council which offered to reinstate 
Dalrymple in December 1862, but after waiting for some weeks for 
official confirmation, he cut his losses and returned to exploring the 
north with a view to future settlement.'* 
It was a serious disappointment to Gregory that Macalister, citing 
the pressure that increasing demand for land had placed on the 
Department, adopted another recommendation of the Select 
Committee and separated the Department of Lands into the Crown 
Lands Office and the Survey Office, each with its own administrative 
head. It is rather ironic that when TUlly, who had been appointed Chief 
Commissioner for Crown Lands and Under-Secretary of the 
Department of Lands in 1866, also replaced Gregory as Surveyor-
General in 1875, the new arrangement was applauded as delivering 
a welcome degree of "efficiency and economy"." 
It is also ironic that, despite Gregory's persistent attempts to secure 
the survey of all land before it was proclaimed open for sale or 
selection, he was associated with the abuses arising from the 
"Dummy's Charter' of 1867. The Charter refers to the Instructions 
issued to Land Agents on 17th August, 1867, two days after the 
Mackenzie Ministry was sworn in as the new govenment. In essence, 
it provided for land in Agricultural Reserves previously open to 
401 
selection after survey to be declared available for sale by selection or lease 
before survey. Conditions of residence and cultivation remained in force. 
Intended to facilitate access to agricultural land by genuine selectors, it became 
a further means for large landowners to increase their holdings by using 
nominees, since the designated officials of the Supreme Court who were 
responsible for swearing the bona fides of applicants were found to be 
corruptible. Gregory was criticised for condoning these abuses although under 
existing legislation the final authority still rested with the minister and the 
government of the day. However, his concerns were more with the 
administrative nightmare that followed, and with the realisation that his ideal 
of orderly settlement based on professional surveying was shattered. The 
reason for the government's decision was not difficult to understand. In the 
face of incessant demand for the prime agricultural land tied up in pastoral 
leases, and pressured by an effective newspaper campaign, the previous 
government had increased the size of the Agricultural Reserves by resuming 
substantial areas from these leases.^ " At the same time, the number of 
Survey Office staff had been significantly reduced, with the result that 
surveying fell behind the demand for land. The solution of offering 
unsurveyed blocks was obvious and it had the further merit for the 
financially straitened government of saving on costs since only those 
blocks selected were directed to be surveyed.^' 
In frequent letters to his ministers, Gregory had outlined the short-
sightedness of abandoning survey before selection and laying off staff 
surveyors in favor of employing the cheaper but less skilled licenced 
surveyors.^^ The outcome was as he predicted. There were lengthy 
appeals to the courts, inaccurate descriptions of blocks lodged by 
intending selectors which necessitated re-surveying and delays in 
granting title deeds, and increased errors in the work of the licenced 
surveyors which also meant delays and higher costs for the selector 
and the government. So Gregory found himself in a position where 
his professional advice was rejected by the government yet he was 
required to rectify the consequences of its decision. It would have 
tested the abilities of a more capable administrator than Gregory. 
There are numerous other examples which could be explored, such 
as the administrative reasons for what appeared to be Gregory's 
'masterly inactivity' and also the seemingly convoluted passage of 
paperwork between the Survey Office and the Crown Lands Office, 
but space does not permit their detailed examination. 
In conclusion, it is suggested that Gregory's attitude to his 
administrative duties, shaped by professional principles, led to a 
general misunderstanding of his role in Queensland's early land 
settlement. It may also be suggested that the special skills for which 
he was appointed and his professional view of land utilisation were 
out of place in a financially straitened new colony, where political 
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power depended on popular approval of land settlement policy. 
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